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The new year has started and so has the move towards renewed political activities in the county.  The perennial “Transportation Issue” has already resurfaced as has what I call “Son of Rural Heritage Initiative.”  This latter one has both a cleaner goal and a better chance of becoming law so I’ll focus on that one.





The preservation of open space is a goal of both “ no growth” environmentalists and the average citizen of Sonoma County.  The difference between these groups is mostly in their acceptance of what is “open space” and what is no growth.





Most people realize we can’t just pull up the drawbridge and not let anyone else into Sonoma County. That may be a hidden wish of many but they also realize it’s an impossible goal. The passage of Urban Growth Boundaries around most cities acknowledged that people are willing to accept most new growth as higher density infill development in the cities. ( But, let’s wait to see their reaction to any proposed apartments right next to them)  They also acknowledge however, that some growth might be necessary beyond the approved Urban Growth Boundary.  Perhaps they only want to keep that option open for themselves or perhaps they recognize the unfairness of completely freezing a persons land from any changes in use for the 30 years proposed in the recently failed Rural Heritage Initiative.





I’m creating a difference in this discussion between “development” and “growth” because I believe those are the key words dividing the no growth group from the so called pro growth group.  Except for the radicals on either end who can only be happy with either no building or with no restrictions, almost everyone else can reach a compromise.  Growth is simply “some more”, while development implies an organized more intense increase in the previous use of a piece of land.  





Let’s try to work out a compromise. Here is my proposed starting point for a Son of Rural Heritage Initiative.





For any rural parcel that would have been covered by the failed Rural Heritage Initiative, the following single rule would apply:





Any owner of record as of 1/1/01 would be allowed to split, create, sell one parcel of land for agricultural and/or a single family rural residential use, per year.  





Construction of a residence on this parcel should have to be finished within two years and carry with it the equivalent of an open space agreement preventing any further development on that parcel. The provision of construction being completed within two years would keep the original owner from automatically creating a parcel every year for later sale to a developer in bulk lots.     





The provision for creating one parcel per year would guarantee there would be no explosive amount of growth and no “development” at all.  Additionally, if by legal or other methods someone found a way around the restrictions, the public could initiate a corrective action before much damage was done.





The provision for restriction of further development on each parcel would safeguard against any overbuilding that might otherwise occur.





This rule would allow the owner to provide land that could be owned separately by his children on which they could build a home.  It would also provide for any “distress sale” he might need to provide income.  He could create a big parcel or a small parcel depending on his and his children’s’ needs, but only one residence could ever be built on that parcel whatever size it was.





I would like to see our Supervisors propose this as an ordinance to find out what the particular objections would be to such restrictions.  In that manner, everyone’s concerns and hidden agendas would have to come to light in the forum of open public discussion and not via the obscure and deliberately misleading rhetoric of an initiative campaign.





Don’t focus on what’s wrong with my proposal, instead, substitute your own specific wording so that it might be improved. 


